Introduction
Workers and firms have different interests in investing in a worker's skills. In the short-run, these interests are not conflicting. Workers need skills to perform adequately in their jobs and firms want to increase their productivity by employing qualified workers. The long-term interests of workers and firms, however, might differ, since workers may use their skills to enhance their external labour market perspectives. Firms, on the other hand, want to keep these qualified workers tied to the firm. Workers and firms may therefore differ in their willingness to invest in training.
It is important in this respect to differentiate between general, or transferable, training and firm-specific training. In case of firm-specific training under-investment in training may occur due to a "hold-up" problem, as firms will hesitate to invest in firm-specific training because this strengthens the bargaining position of workers. In case of general or transferable training under-investment may occur due to poaching problems as often firms may attempt to recruit workers with these transferable skills. Moreover, the workers are reluctant to invest in these skills due to credit constraints and the uncertainty they face with respect to future benefits (e.g. Stevens, 1994 Stevens, , 1999 Acemuglu and Pischke, 1999) . Non-optimal investments in transferable training particularly hold for vocational training that is relevant in a particular sector of industry. As Franz and Soskice (1995) and Acemuglu and Pischke (1998) show this may result in multiple equilibriums. If firms gain information about the quality of the workers during the training and offer employment to all good workers, competing firms know that only the less productive "lemons" are searching for another job. However, if the skills of trained workers are more transparent for other firms, there will be equilibrium with high quits and a low level of training.
The latter explains that in many countries sector specific vocational education is part of initial full-time education paid by the government. However, newly emerging sectors of industry usually do not have their sector specific vocational training established in initial education (yet). For this reason firms in a fast growing new branch as the call centres sector have no alternative. They have to train their workers if particular sector specific vocational skills are required for an adequate performance in the job. The same holds for workers that are searching for a job in this sector. They have to invest in these skills in order to perform the job adequately. This means that both firms and workers have a short-time interest to invest in specific skills in this sector.
However, the long-term interest of workers and firms might be conflicting. Workers who acquired sector specific skills gain from the option to quit and apply for a job in a competing firm, whereas the firm who trained the worker has an interest to keep the more competent workers. One may wonder, however, how attractive it would be for a worker to switch to a firm that poaches their skilled workers from other firms. Firms that invest in the skills of their workers signal that they are "investors in people". Particularly in sectors of industry where technological and organisational changes occur frequently, workers will be probably more inclined to stay employed in a firm that offers attractive training facilities.
In this paper, we will analyse whether the participation of workers in general, sector-specific, and firm-specific training affects their expectations on job mobility within or outside the call centres sector. As mentioned, the call centre sector is an interesting sector in this respect, since firms are forced to offer training due to the lack of specific vocational training in initial education. Moreover, the sector is a fast-growing branch of industry with a high level of personnel turnover. The job commitment among call centre agents traditionally is quite low (Rose, 2002) , which places the problem of tying workers to the firm prominently on the firms' human resource management (HRM) agenda.
Training and expectations on job mobility Theories on training and job mobility have been developed from different scientific perspectives. In sociological literature, the focus is on characteristics of workers and firms when explaining training and mobility patterns of workers. The HRM literature stresses the importance of workers' job satisfaction. In this paper, we derive our key hypotheses on job mobility inside and outside the sector from economic human capital theory. From this point of view, training is an investment in human capital. The implications of this training for the job mobility of workers depend on the nature of the investment ( Becker, 1962) : general, sector-specific, or firm-specific training.
The link between training and job mobility is perhaps the most obvious in the case of firm-specific training. Following this kind of training, workers learn skills that are of use in the firm in which they are presently employed, like knowledge on a specific product. In order to profit from the training, they have to stay employed in the firm, since these skills cannot be deployed in other firms. This implies that workers who follow firm-specific training will not leave their firm for another job inside or outside the sector:
H1a. Firm-specific training will decrease the expected job mobility of workers inside the sector.
H1b. Firm-specific training will decrease the expected job mobility of workers outside the sector.
Sector-specific training, on the other hand, is related to the concept of transferable training, which is of value in a small number of firms (Stevens, 1999) . Workers participating in sector-specific training, thus, acquire skills that are not only useful in their own firm, but also in other firms in their sector. These skills are practically worthless in jobs outside the sector, though. Workers with sector-specific training will, therefore, be mobile inside their sector, but not outside their sector:
H2a. Sector-specific training will increase the expected job mobility of workers inside the sector.
H2b. Sector-specific training will decrease the expected job mobility of workers outside the sector.
Finally, general training will increase the more transferable skills of workers, like their language skills, computer skills, or problem solving techniques. These skills are not limited to one firm or one sector, but are useful in many jobs and sectors. General training, therefore, will increase the job mobility of workers, in particular outside the sector:
H3a. General training will increase the expected job mobility of workers inside the sector.
H3b
. General training will increase the expected job mobility of workers outside the sector.
Most empirical studies find that general training typically does not affect job mobility, whereas specific training reduces the probability of quitting a job (for an overview, see Stromback, 2002) . No distinction is made between
Training and expectations sector-specific and firm-specific training nor between job mobility inside and outside the sector, however. In this paper, we focus on the mobility expectations of call centre agents, that is on their perceived opportunities for improvement by quitting to another job. By looking at workers' perceptions on career advancement we are able to distinguish between the perceived difficulty to find an equally attractive job and the inclination to quit for another job. This distinction could be highly relevant. The perceived difficulty to find an equally attractive job can be interpreted as the worker's perception of the opportunities in the labour market of someone with the worker's competencies, i.e. the option value of a worker's human capital (Dothan and Williams, 1991) . However, if workers have good opportunities in the external labour market, this does not mean that they are really inclined to quit for another job, as workers could be quite satisfied with their current jobs and opportunities for advancement in the firm where they are employed now. Measuring the worker's inclination to quit for another job is thus closely related to the concept of job commitment.
As job mobility is not influenced by training only, we also pay attention to characteristics of workers, jobs and firms. In the first place, work experience negatively affects job mobility (De Grip et al., 1998) . Workers accumulate specific skills during their work life, which makes it more difficult for them to switch jobs, especially outside the sector. This implies that it also important to look at the skills of workers, but research on this topic is scarce. Moreover, we expect that workers with gaps in firm-specific or sector-specific skills are more inclined to quit their job in favour of a job outside the sector, whereas workers with gaps in general skills will not be so mobile. In addition, job mobility is influenced by worker, job, and firm characteristics like sex, age, educational level, field of study, working part-time, type of contract (permanent versus temporary) and firm size. Since many of these characteristics not only affect job mobility but also training participation, it is important to control for these variables in the analysis (see Zwick, 2002) .
Data
In order to test our hypotheses on the relation between training and expectations on job mobility, we employ data on call centre agents [1] working in eight call centres, gathered in September and October 2001 [2] . 525 agents returned the written questionnaires, yielding a response rate of 48 per cent. We excluded students and those working less than 16 hours per week, since their jobs cannot be considered to be their main activity. Next to the call centre agents, their managers filled in additional questionnaires on specific firm characteristics. All eight participating call centres are situated in the region Arnhem/Nijmegen in The Netherlands, which is known for its high density in call centres. The call centres can be regarded as representative for the call centre sector since they differ in important aspects like firm size and services JEIT 28,2/3/4 (complaints desk, sales and booking office, help line, database enrichment and control, etc.). Table I gives an overview of some background characteristics of the call centre agents. It is these personal, job, and firm characteristics that will be included in our analyses [3] . It turns out that 55 per cent of the call centre agents are women. The average age being 31 years, agents are relatively young workers, although about one out of four is older than 40 years. The agents' educational backgrounds are quite mixed. Most of them followed secondary education, often in the field of economics. A total 20 per cent have a vocational college or university degree. The large number of high-level educational institutions in the region might explain this remarkably high percentage. Of the call centre agents, 56 per cent work on a part-time basis, that is less than 36 hours a week. The majority has a permanent contract, or a temporary contract with the prospect of a permanent one. Contracts on call are quite rare in the Dutch call centre sector (2 per cent). Many agents are rather inexperienced in their job; 32 per cent has even worked less than a year in a call centre. On average, the relevant work experience of call centre agents is 3.5 years. The average gross income is about e1,625 per month on a full-time basis.
The last column of Table I shows some important firm characteristics. Almost every call centre agent works in a contact centre that is part of the firm it serves (in-house) [4] . Only 6 per cent work in so-called outsourcing contact (2001) show that call centres in the region Arnhem/Nijmegen are relatively large compared to other regions in The Netherlands. Table II shows that 63 per cent of the call centre agents participated in some kind of training during the past year. This percentage is quite high keeping in mind that about 40 per cent of Dutch workers participated in training in this period (ROA, 2000) . A total of 44 per cent of the agents followed training in a more general field, like problem solving, coping with stress, dealing with anger and aggression, negotiation techniques, computer skills, or knowledge of foreign languages. Sector-specific training also is quite popular (43 per cent). This kind of training focuses on skills like customer friendliness, basic conversational techniques, work procedures and telephonic sales techniques. Finally, firm-specific training comprises of product knowledge and firm knowledge. These skills are the least transferable to other jobs.
In our analyses, we also include three measures of skill gaps: general, sector-specific, and firm-specific skill gaps. These measures are constructed by combining the (bad) scores of call centre agents on general, sector-specific, and firm-specific skills with the importance that their managers attach to these skills. The first column in Table III gives the percentage of agents with a bad score (self-reported score of 1 or 2 on a range of 5) on 13 skills. These scores are multiplied by the importance managers attach to these skills in adequately performing as a call centre agent (importance score on a five point scale). The underlying argument is that bad scores on skills only matter if these skills are needed in the job. A worker's general skill gaps is then a dichotomised measure made up of the underlying gaps on problem solving, coping with stress, dealing with anger and aggression, negotiation techniques, computer skills, and knowledge of foreign languages. A comparable strategy is followed for the sector-specific and firm-specific skill gaps. The last column of Table III gives the percentage of agents with general, sector-specific, and firm-specific skill gaps.
Effects of training on labour market perspectives
The labour market perspectives of call centre agents are measured by asking them how difficult they think it is to find an equally attractive job at another call centre or outside the sector. Figure 1 shows that 22 per cent of the call centre agents think it is (very) difficult to find an equally attractive job in the call centre sector, whereas 25 per cent think it to be (very) difficult to find such a job outside the sector. Does general, sector-specific, or firm-specific training influence these perceived labour market perspectives as we hypothesised? The first columns in Table IV show the estimation results of a model with training as the only explanation for labour market perspectives inside the sector (Model I). Contrary to our expectations (H2a), agents who followed sector-specific training think it to be more difficult to find an equally attractive job at another call centre than agents who did not participate in this kind of training. This is quite Training and expectations remarkable, since sector-specific training is thought to increase skills that can be deployed in all firms in the sector. General and firm specific training, however, do not significantly influence the perceived labour market perspectives of the agents within the call centre sector. The effects of training on the perspectives outside the sector also are not in line with our hypotheses. General and sector-specific training do not affect these perspectives, whereas firm-specific training decreases the perceived difficulty to find an equally attractive job outside the sector. Model I is not complete, however. As we mentioned in the theoretical part of this paper, labour market perspectives are not influenced by training only, but also by characteristics of workers, jobs and firms. Therefore, in Model II, we included sex, age, work experience, working hours, type of contract, educational level and field of study of call centre agents. In addition, we incorporated the three measures of skill gaps: general, sector-specific, and firm-specific skill gaps Finally, we included some characteristics of firms: type of contract centre, number of employees and type of telephone calls.
The results of these extended analyses are also in Table IV . They show that the effect of sector-specific training on the perceived labour market perspectives inside the call centre sector disappears. General training and firm-specific training does not affect these perspectives either. Agents with more work experience, however, think it to be less difficult to find an equally attractive job in another call centre. It seems that these agents increase their option-value on the call centre market by accumulating skills through learning on-the-job. This effect is smaller for agents with many years of experience, though, implying that there is an upper limit to it. In addition, agents with general skill gaps think that it is more difficult to find an equally attractive job inside the sector than agents without these skill gaps. This implies that general Training and expectations skills are also important for workers' ability to work in another call centre. Gaps on sector-specific or firm-specific skills do not influence the agents' perceived labour market perspectives. Other variables turn out to be not significant either, with the exception of working in a call centre where inbound telephone calls are made. The last column of Table IV presents the results for the perceived labour market perspectives of call centre agents outside the sector. Again, general, sector-specific, or firm-specific training have no significant affect the option-value of agents in the labour market. Work experience does not affect this either, which can be explained by the fact that the accumulated skills during work life may be quite firm and sector-specific. Age seems to be important though, since younger agents think it to be less difficult to find an equally attractive job outside the sector than older agents. Lower educated agents perceive their labour market perspectives outside the sector as less good, as do call centre agents with gaps in general skills. This points to the phenomenon that older and lower educated workers have more difficulty of finding a job in general.
Effects of training on the inclination to quit
The inclination to quit is measured by asking call centre agents whether they consider accepting a job in another firm inside or outside the sector within two years. A total 5 per cent of the agents indicate an inclination to quit for a job at another call centre, mainly because they think that career opportunities are better and wages are higher elsewhere. Almost one-third of all call centre agents consider accepting a job outside the sector. The main reasons are the better career opportunities elsewhere and the present work being not satisfying. 
Training and expectations
Model I show that training does not influence the inclination to quit for another job inside the sector. However, after including worker, job, and firm characteristics, firm-specific training seems to decrease this inclination. This is in line with H1a that in order to profit from this kind of training, agents have to stay employed in the firm, since firm-specific skills cannot be deployed in other firms. In addition, work experience increases the probability of considering another job inside the call centre sector. Agents with many years of experience, however, are again more committed to their present job. Skill gaps do not influence the inclination to quit for a job in another call centre. Agents with an initial education in an economic field of study are less likely to accept another job inside the sector. Looking at the firm characteristics, we see that large call centres apparently are attractive employers, for agents working in small firms (200 employees or less) are more inclined to quit for a job at another call centre. Agents working in call centres where only outbound phone calls are made, are also more inclined to leave. This has probably to do with the fact that outbound phone calls usually are much more stressful for the agents than inbound calls. Finally, we turn to the results for the inclination to quit for a job outside the sector. In the first instance, our H2b and H3b on sector-specific training and general training seem to hold. Agents who followed sector-specific training are less likely to consider another job outside the sector, whereas agents who participated in general training are more likely to do so. However, after controlling for worker, job, and firm characteristics, training no longer has a significant effect on job commitment. Women, agents with a permanent contract and lower educated agents are less inclined to quit for a job outside the sector. Younger agents and agents who work part time on the other hand are less committed to their job and thus more inclined to JEIT 28,2/3/4 consider a job outside the sector. It is quite remarkable that work experience does not play a significant role here. Agents with gaps in general skills, as expected, are less likely to accept a job outside the sector. Finally, firm characteristics appear to be quite important in predicting job commitment. Agents working in in-house contact centres, in medium-sized firms (100-200 employees), or in call centres where both inbound and outbound phone calls are made, are more inclined to quit for a job outside the sector.
Conclusions
Our results show that training does not significantly affect the perceived labour market perspectives of call centre agents. Agents who participated in general, sector-specific or firm-specific training do not estimate their option-value in the labour market to be higher than agents who did not participated in training. Moreover, training does not influence expected job mobility within or outside the call centre sector. The inclination to quit the present job within two years is the same for agents with and without training. There is one exception, however. In line with the predictions of human capital theory (H1a), agents who participated in firm-specific training significantly less consider a job in another call centre than agents who did not.
All this is good news for firms offering general, sector-specific, and firm-specific training, since their investments will not increase the expected job mobility of call centre agents. Another finding, however, might be more problematic for call centres. The work experience of agents positively affects their labour market perspectives inside the sector. In addition, agents with more experience are more inclined to quit for a job in another call centre. This means that firms need to keep their employees satisfied, otherwise they will apply for a job at their competitor's. Experienced workers will not be lost for the sector as a whole, though, since work experience does not influence the labour market perspectives of call centre agents outside the sector, nor their inclination to consider another job outside the sector.
At this point, it should be noted that this study also has its limitations. First of all, we focus on expected job mobility, that is on the perceived difficulty to find an equally attractive job and on the quitting intentions of call centre workers. These two aspects of expected job mobility are closely related to the concept of job commitment. Research showed that quitting intentions often lead to actual turnover (e.g. Shields and Ward, 2001 ), but the relationship between expected and actual mobility is not perfect. Moreover, the data are collected in call centres in the region Arnhem/Nijmegen in The Netherlands. It would be interesting to study whether the relationship between general, sector-specific, and firm-specific Training and expectations training and expected job mobility found here also hold for other countries, and for other sectors of industry.
Another important point to note is that the relationship between training and mobility is quite complex. Agents do not follow training at random. Those who are more committed to the firm, are more likely to follow training and are also less likely to quit. We tried to deal with this bias by including a number of important worker and job characteristics that influence both training and mobility in our analysis. At the firm level, selectivity occurs when firms offering training have a low personnel turnover because they invest in other fields, like management quality, as well (see Zwick, 2002) . Or, the other way around, when firms with a low training participation also have poor working conditions and, thus, a high turnover. This notion of selectivity pleads for a more broad view when looking at training in a firm. HRM practices play an important role in this. Ichniowski et al. (1997) , for instance, find that the effects of investments in training are lower when these investments are not combined with complementary HRM practices. More recently, several authors focus on the relevance of a high performance workplace (HPW) in which the firm focuses on the quality of its workforce (e.g. Wolf and Zwick, 2002) . The HPW is assumed to be related to the technological and organisational innovativeness of the firm (see Black and Lynch, 2001; Wolf and Zwick, 2002) . Since these innovations often also lead to both training and mobility, they deserve more attention in future research on the relationship between training and job mobility.
